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Chemical Weed Control in Sweet Potatoes
Wiley D. Poole/ Teme Hernandez/ Travis Hernandez/
J. R. Barry, Jr.' and B. W. Wascom'
Introduction
Of all the crops in which studies are being made on chemical weed
control there is probably none whose yield is more greatly affected by
the presence of grass and weeds than sweet potatoes. A small infestation
of weeds or grass will greatly reduce the yield of this crop and is most
serious the first 40 days after setting the plants. When the vines are
large enough to shade the ground, weed and grass growth is fairly well
checked.
Studies of labor requirements in growing sweet potatoes before the
advent of chemical weed control showed that 25 to 30 man-hours per
acre were required to hoe weeds and grass after planting. Farm labor
has become increasingly scarce and higher in cost during the past 15
years, making it necessary that the sweet potato farmer adopt some
means of reducing this labor requirement. Figure 1 shows a sweet potato
field that had grown up in weeds and grass because the farmer could
not hoe or cultivate because of rainy weather. It was with the thought
of eliminating entirely the operation of hoeing that experiments using
chemicals for weed and grass control were started. Machinery as well
as methods of applying chemicals was included as part of this study.
FIGURE I.—Hoeing a field of sweet potatoes that had grown up in weeds and grass be-
cause of rainy weather. Cost of hoeing this field was about $30 per acre.
^Agricultural Engineering Department. ^Horticulture Department.
Early Experiments
Early experiments were conducted primarily to determine the tol-
erance that sweet potato plants would have for the various chemicals
that were available on the market. Chemicals used were those that had
given good grass and weed control when used with cotton or other crops,
but it' was realized that a sweet potato plant is more tender than a
cotton plant and the method of planting is vastly different.
Before machinery could be adapted or developed for applying the
chemical, it was first necessary to determine which would be the most
feasible-a post-planting or a pre-planting treatment. For a pre-planting
application the plants would have to be forced into a soil having a
FIGURE 2.-Single-row transplanting machine of the type used for setting
potato plants in Louisiana.
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layer o£ chemical on the surface which could affect the plant roots if
this chemical were forced down into the root zone with the plant. The
post-planting application would imply that the chemical would be
sprayed directly on the plant after planting. In this case the chemical
would have to be selective, since it must control weed and grass growth
and not harm the sweet potato plants. Since plants are set both by hand
(with the use of a stick) and a transplanting machine, all early experi-
ments included both methods of planting. Figure 2 shows the type of
transplanting machine used in these tests. The large press wheels en-
abled the setting of plants when the soil was very damp. Machines
having small press wheels have a tendency to collect soil on the wheels
when the soil is very wet and will pull some plants up during the process
of transplanting. The planter, as shown in Figure 2, has a watering
system that is synchronized with the plant setting arm so that water is
placed with the plants in the furrow just as the plant is set. This is a
saving on water as compared to a planter that continuously pours water
into the plant furrow. Figure 3 shows a two-row transplanter using this
same type of plant setter mounted on a tractor draw-bar.
Sweet potatoes are planted as vine cuttings or slips on rows 3i/4 to
4 feet apart and from 10 to 12 inches in height. The vines or slips
are usually set about 12 inches apart in the row. The rows are usually
prepared from 10 to 12 days before planting, and the fertilizer is applied
prior to planting. The top of the row is dragged off with a flat type of
drag just before the plants are set.
FIGURE 3.—Two-row, tractor-mounted transplanter.
Pre-Planting Treatments
The first field experiments in 1950 involved only chemicals applied
as pre-planting sprays, since selective type post-planting spray chemicals
were not then available. The treatments consisted of applying the
chemical as a band spray 16 inches wide on top of the row that had been
dragged smooth. Since these chemicals were inhibitor types and not
contact killers, it was necessary to smooth the top of the row just prior
to planting so that no grass or weed seeds would have already germi-
nated at the time of applying the chemical.
Some results obtained from these early pre-planting spray treat-
ments showed that, for some chemicals, hand-stuck plants were damaged
whereas machine-planted plants had little or no damage. Figure 4 shows
the effects of a pre-planting treatment on the plant stand for hand-stuck
and machine-set plants. Note the poor stand for the row where the plants
were hand-stuck.
FIGURE 4.—Comparison of plant stand for hand-stuck plants, left, and machine-set
plants, right, where a pre-planting chemical treatment had been used.
Figure 5 shows graphically the yield data from hand-stuck and
machine-planted potatoes from plots chemically treated prior to plant-
ing. Machine-planted plants consistently outyielded the hand-stuck
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plants. It was found that poorly prepared, cloddy rows resulted in poor
weed control from the use of chemicals. The action of the soil opener
of the transplanter did not disturb the chemical layer which had been
applied for the control of grass and weeds as much as was anticipated.
As shown in Figure 5, the yield of sweet potatoes was not directly
proportional to degree of weed control; however, this may have been
due to chemical injury to the sweet potato plants.
400
The weed counts taken to obtain per cent of weed and grass con-
trol were made just before the final cultivation, which was about four
to five weeks after applying the chemical. A grass or weed may be
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present when the count is made and so must be counted, but this weed
can be so stunted from the chemical that it will not develop enough
to hinder the growth of the sweet potato plant. This is shown graphi-
cally in Figure 6 also, where the per cent of weed control is plotted
over the yield for various tested chemicals applied as a post-planting
spray on machine-planted plants in 1959.
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PER CENT CONTROL
HERBICIDE TREATMENTS
*Hand hoed non-treated plots.
FIGURE 6.-Comparison of per cent of weed and grass control to yield of sweet
potatoes for two rates of application for four treatments of machine-planted plots.
Herbicides applied as post-planting treatment. (1959 data.)
From these early experiments it was established that chemicals
could be used effectively as a pre-planting application to control grass
and weeds in sweet potatoes if certain cautious methods were followed
in planting the sweet potatoes.
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Later Experiments
When chemicals became available that could be applied directly on
the planted sweet potatoes as a post-planting spray, tests were con-
ducted to determine suitable chemicals as well as methods and machinery
for applying them. Generally speaking, it was felt that a post-planting
treatment would be better suited to the cultural practices of raising
sweet potatoes than a pre-planting treatment.
Post-Planting Treatnnents
Spray Application.—In the post-planting treatment the rows are
dragged just prior to planting to level the soil and remove any grass or
weed seeds that have germinated since the row was prepared. After the
plants are planted the chemical herbicide is applied as a band spray 16
inches wide. This chemical must be applied as soon after planting the
sweet potato plants as possible so that no weed or grass seeds have
germinated at the time of applying the herbicide. In the early post-
planting experiments both hand-stuck and machine-planted plants were
tested. The results of the post-planting tests showed that some herbi-
cides used as a pre-planting treatment could not be used as a post-
planting treatment because they caused excessive damage to the plants
when applied directly on them.
It was found that where a hole was left open by the stick when
setting the plants by the hand-stick method, damage resulted to the
plants. It is believed that the hole allowed concentration of the chemical
at the root zone, particularly when a slight rain followed a chemical
treatment. Machine-planted plants were not affected in this manner,
nor were the hand-stuck plants when the holes were carefully closed
after planting.
Here again there was no correlation between weed and grass counts
and final yield of the sweet potatoes. There was a slight increase in
yield of sweet potatoes from the plants that were machine-planted as
compared to hand-stuck plants. For all hand-stuck plants, the hole left
by the stick was carefully closed before applying the post-planting
chemical. It is believed that this difference in yield can be attributed to
the deeper setting of the machine-planted plants and the fact that the
soil was firmed up around the plants better than is possible when using
the hand-stick method. This results in a better growing, earlier and
stronger plant than when using a stick to set the plants.
Post-planting herbicide application has been so successful with cer-
tain herbicides and so much less trouble than the pre-planting method
that tests are no longer conducted using pre-planting sprays. It is be-
lieved that better weed control results where the soil is not disturbed
after applying the herbicide. Figures 12 and 13 show two types of
chemical sprayers used for field application of herbicides. These sprayers
usually cover three rows.
Figure 7 shows a typical field scene where a row of sweet potato
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plants treated with a satisfactory herbicide is compared to an untreated
row of plants.
FIGURE 7.—Comparison o£ a row of sweet potato plants treated with a herbicide (A)
and an untreated row of plants (B).
In some instances certain herbicides, when applied as a post-planting
treatment on the sweet potato plants, seemed to stimulate plant
growth and resulted in a greater yield than the check plots which were
carefully hoed. This is brought out by the graph in Figure 8. In
order to arrive at the most suitable rate of application of a new herbi-
cide, usually four different rates were applied to the sweet potato plants
under field tests. In this manner the top limit of tolerance of the plant
to the herbicide was established as well as the lower limit of the
herbicide for controlling grass and weeds.
Granular Application.—When chemical herbicides became available
as a granular material they were included in the tests. There has been
no significant difference in the degree of weed control or in the total
yield of sweet potatoes when comparing granular and liquid herbicides
at the same rate of application.
Figure 9 compares several liquid spray herbicides with a granular
material of the same chemicals at the same rates of application.
The granular herbicidal material is usually packaged in concentra-
tion rates from 5 to 20 per cent. In testing the application methods and
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HERBICIDE TREATMENTS
* HAND HOED- NOT TREATED
FIGURE 8.—Yields of sweet potatoes from plots treated with various
herbicides at two rates of application as compared to yield from hand-
hoed, nontreated plots. A and B represent the two rates of herbicide
application. Rates shown are on an active, blanket basis. (1959 data.)
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HERBICIDE TREATM ENTS
L^LIQUID SPRAY G=GRANULAR
FIGURE 9.-Yields of sweet potatoes from plots treated with granular or liquid spray
herbicides, each at the same rate of application. (1959 data.)
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machinery for applying these granular herbicides it was found that a
concentration rate of 10 per cent was the most suitable from the farm-
er's standpoint.
Figure 13 shows a single-row^ granular applicator applying a 16-inch
band of granular herbicide. The mounting frame for this applicator was
developed by the Louisiana State University Agricultural Engineering
Department and this type of machine has become widely used for
applying the granular herbicides. While many farmers have liquid
sprayers w^hich they use on cotton they seem to prefer the granular
herbicide applicator for sweet potatoes. This is probably because the
granular applicator is a separate machine and, once calibrated for a
granular herbicide, can be pulled by a tractor at any reasonable speed.
The metering mechanism is driven by a ground wheel of the applicator.
The band width of the applied granular herbicide is 16 inches, the
same as for the liquid spray herbicide.
Effect of Transplanter on Herbicides
When using a transplanter to set sweet potato plants, the previously
prepared smooth row is disturbed by both the furrow opener and the
press wheels. The row is no longer flat but contains two ridges, one on
each side of the plants. These ridges left by the transplanter press wheel
can be seen in Figure 2. Studies were conducted to determine if the
herbicide, both granular and liquid, would be less effective on row^s
left uneven on the top by the transplanter as compared to rows that
FIGURE 10.—Comparison of the effects of smooth and ridged rows on herbicide
control of grass and weeds. (A) Smooth row. (B) Ridged row.
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were left smooth after planting. No significant difference in weed con-
trol was found in this experiment, which was conducted for four years
with several herbicides each year. Figure 10 shows a comparison of a
smooth row and an uneven row approximately three weeks after plant-
ing and applying a herbicide. There was also no difference in weed
control between a liquid spray and a granular herbicide for this test.
Machinery for Applying Herbicides
Liquid Sprayers
Most farm-type sprayers can be adapted for applying liquid herbi-
cides by attaching a suitable boom. Some of these sprayers are mounted
on a special trailer frame having an auxiliary engine pump and tank
mounted on this trailer which is pulled behind a farm tractor. Figure
11 shows this type of farm sprayer. The boom usually is long enough
so that the herbicide can be applied to three rows at one time. All spray
pumps should have extra capacity so that some of the liquid can be
recirculated to the tank to keep the herbicidal material stirred up.
FIGURE 11.-A sulky-type spray machine pulled behind a farm tractor. The spray
boom covers three rows.
Another essential part on all types of sprayers is a pressure regulator
valve. This valve will hold a steady pressure for a given engine speed,
thus providing a constant output at the nozzles. The boom holding the
nozzles must be able to be adjusted in height so that the nozzles can
be set to apply a band spray 16 inches wide on top of the row. The
nozzle size found satisfactory for this purpose is the No. 8004 or 8006,
and each nozzle head should have a nozzle strainer. A large strainer
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that can be easily and quickly cleaned should be installed in the line on
the discharge side of the pump. If this strainer is cleaned at least once
a day when operating it will not be necessary to clean the nozzle
strainers frequently, and trouble in the field will thereby be prevented.
The sprayer must be calibrated to apply a given amount of spray over
a given length of row. The procedure for calibrating the sprayer is
described in the section titled "Calibration of Liquid Sprayer" and in
Table 2.
A very simple sprayer can be made to attach directly to the hydraulic
lift system of the farm tractor, as shown in Figure 12. The pump is
attached directly to the power take-off drive of the tractor, thereby
eliminating a separate motor for the pump. A welded metal frame
supports the 55-gallon oil drum used as a storage tank for the herbicide
materials.
FIGURE 12.—A three-row sprayer attached to the hydraulic lift system of the farm
tractor. The pump is powered by the tractor power take-ofl.
This frame is supported by the hydraulic lift system of the farm
tractor and can be quickly removed from the tractor if necessary. This
sprayer requires the same adjustment in the boom and pressure regu-
lator, etc. as discussed for the sulky-type sprayer. These sprayers are
simple and can be built in most farm shops.
Granular Herbicide Applicator
Most of the suitable herbicides for controlling grass and weeds in
sweet potatoes can be obtained in granular form. The granules are
usually of a clay base and range in size from 30 to 60 mesh. The base
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material for the granular herbicide should be a heavy type clay. Light
material such as vermiculite is too greatly affected by cross winds to
accurately apply the herbicide where desired on the row. If the particle
size of the clay-based herbicide is too fine the same difficulty will be
encountered in applying it to the row.
The granular material is usually packaged at a 5 to 20 per cent
concentration. The 20 per cent concentration is considered too high for
general field application with accuracy. A 10 per cent concentration is
recommended and even then an accurate type of applicator is required.
Figure 13 shows a rear view of a simple, one-row, accurate granular ap-
plicator. The herbicide is applied in a band 16 inches wide. The rate
of metering the granular herbicide is controlled by a feed roll which
is turned through a chain drive from a ground wheel of the applicator
frame. Tractor speeds can vary somewhat within reason and not greatly
affect the rate of application once the rate is determined and the appli-
cator is set as discussed in a later section under "Calibration of Granular
Applicator." The same is not true for the liquid sprayers, as they must
travel down the row at the same speed as when calibrated.
FIGURE 13.—A single-row granular herbicide applicator.
Since the metering mechanism of the granular applicator is powered
by a ground wheel, to stop the applicator from applying the herbicide
the tractor driver merely raises the entire applicator off the ground,
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which disengages the wheel from the ground. This is easily done since
the applicator is mounted on the hydraulic lift system of the farm
tractor. This arrangement is more economical than having a clutch on
the applicator. Figure 14 shows the granular applicator in the raised
position for traveling. In this position the ground wheel is off the
ground and will not turn, so no herbicide will be fed from the applicator
hopper.
Several manufacturers make a suitable applicator hopper and meter-
ing mechanism. Two companies make the frame complete with the appli-
cator hopper and meter mechanism. The frame and drive can be fabri-
cated in the average good farm shop, but the applicator hopper and
meter mechanism must be obtained from one of the manufacturers, as
accuracy in applying this material is most important. A farm duster or
fertilizer applicator cannot be used for this purpose.
FIGURE 14.—The granular applicator machine raised off the ground so the ground
wheel will not turn and apply the herbicide.
Calibration of Liquid Sprayer
In order to apply small amounts of the chemical evenly, water must
be added to increase the volume for accurate metering. The rate of ap-
plication is frequently given on a blanket or complete coverage basis.
The actual coverage is only on a 16-inch band on top of the row. So
for rows 4 feet apart, the material would be placed on only 1/3 of the
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area. In order to eliminate the calculation for each rate and each row
spacing, Table 1 has been prepared which gives the amount of material
(chemical and water) to be applied for a 16-inch band. This table applies
for all spacings of rows. It is the actual amount of solution to be applied
for a given tractor speed.
In preparing the solution, use a clean oil drum which holds 54 to 55
gallons. For the weed control spray, put in the recommended amount
of the chemical and then fill the barrel with water. Stir thoroughly while
filling. Calibrate the sprayer to conform to the amount given in Table 1
for a selected tractor speed by varying the pressure on the nozzle. This
will be for 300 feet of row. Actual solution applied to the row is ap-
proximately 16 gallons per acre when using a size No. 8004 spray nozzle
at about 30 pounds pressure per square inch. Very good agitation is
necessary to keep the material properly mixed.
Calibration of Granular Applicator
To prevent various row spacings from entering into the calculations
in arriving at the calibration of the granular applicator, a band coverage
16 inches wide and 32,752 feet long (which is one acre) is used. Most
chemical companies are furnishing granular herbicides in a 10 per cent
concentration of chemically active material in a heavy granulated clay
which was found to be satisfactory for field application. There may be
some herbicides available which are 5 per cent and 20 per cent chemically
active; therefore, these concentrations are covered in Table 2. Concen-
tration rates of granular herbicides greater than 10 per cent should not
be used if a lower concentration is available. High concentration rates
may result in inadequate coverage, and their use also increases the mar-
gin of error in setting the applicator.
For calibrating the applicator, 300 feet of row should be carefully
marked off. Set the applicator rate adjustment dial at some estimated
setting and then pull the applicator over the marked 300 feet of row,
carefully catching all the material that is dropped from the row bander.
A piece of sheet metal or heavy cardboard can be bent in a V-shape with
ends taped and used to catch the herbicide. Figure 15 shows how the
herbicide is caught for weighing during the calibrating process. The
collected material should then be weighed on some type of small ac-
curate scale that is graduated to ounces. The rate of feed for the appli-
cator can then be adjusted, depending on whether it was applying more
or less than recommended in Table 2. Usually several trials will have
to be made before the proper adjustment can be obtained.
If a weight scale is not available for calibrating the applicator, fairly
accurate rate can be arrived at by measuring the collected herbicide in
a bottle which is graduated in ounces and fractions of an ounce. Some-
thing similar to a wide-mouth nursing bottle should suffice. Because of
the variation in particle sizes between one shipment of herbicide and
another, this volume method is only reasonably accurate and should be
used merely as a substitute method; the rate at which the applicator
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is putting out the granules should be carefully checked as soon as a scale
is available.
Since the feed shaft of the applicator is turned by a ground wheel
of the applicator frame, it is recommended that it not be calibrated on
TABLE 1.—Calibration of Spray Equipment for Application of Post-Emergence
Herbicides to Sweet Potatoes
(Note: This table is based on a spray band width of 16 inches.)
Column 2
Column 1 Time in seconds
Procedure
Seconds
travel ouu
to
feet
for one nozzle to
deliver one quart
STEP I.—Select gear and throttle setting 34 19.34
which gives the desired tractor operating speed. 36 21.48
38 21.62
40 22.75
41 23.32
STEP 2.—Measure off 300 feet and operate
tractor at speed selected above. Determine the
42 23.39
43 24.46
number of seconds required for tractor to travel 44 25.03
the 300 feet. Repeat 2 or 3 times. 45 25.60
46 26.17
47 26.73
48 27.30
STEP 3.-Nozzle size: Use either No. 8004 or 49 27.87
8006. 50 28.44
51 29.01
52 29.58
53 30.15
STEP 4.—See table at right. The average
number of seconds determined in Step 2 above
may be found in Column 1. The opposite
54 30.72
55 31.29
56 31.85
figure in Column 2 is the number of seconds 57 32.42
required to deliver 1 quart of spray solution 58 32.99
from one nozzle. 59 33.56
60 34.12
61 34.70
62 35.72
STEP 5.—Turn spray machine on and de- oo Q e OA35.o4
termine the number of seconds required to 64 36.41
collect 1 quart of spray from one nozzle. If 1 65 36.97
quart is collected in less time than the figure 66 37.34
selected in Column 2, reduce the pressure until
time is correct. If time to collect is too long,
increase pressure of pump until time is correct.
67 38.11
68 38.68
69 39.25
70 39.81
71 40.37
72 40.96
STEP 6.—Adjust nozzle height so that the 73 41.52
band width will be 16 inches wide. 74 42.09
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TABLE 2.-Weight and Volume of Recommended Rate of Granular Herbicide
300 Applied as a Band 16
vv eignt Volume
Material Grams Ounces (Fluid Ounces)
Alanap lOG 203.6 7.16 11.1
10% Randox 166.2 5.86 9.6
20% Randox 83.1 2.93 A Q
5% Eptam 499.5 17.55
rough ground. This would result in uneven and inaccurate application
of the herbicide.
Once the applicator is calibrated for a given rate of application
and for a specific herbicide, a change in row spacing will not affect the
rate of application. It will still put out the desired rate. However, if a
different herbicide is used, the applicator will have to be recalibrated
because the particle size and density of the material may not be the
same for two different herbicides.
Applicators for applying granular herbicides are specifically designed
for the purpose and are usually accurate at very low rates. Applicators
FIGURE 15.—Calibrating the granular applicator.
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designed for applying high rates of materials such as fertilizer or in-
secticide dust cannot be used for this purpose.
Cultivation
In cultivating sweet potatoes that have been chemically treated, soil
must not be placed on the treated area. Set the cultivator sweeps so
that the treated area is not disturbed for a period of approximately three
to four weeks. Figure 16 shows a tractor-cultivator cultivating sweet
potato plants that had been treated with a herbicide. For the final cul-
tivation, or lay-by operation, soil should be pulled up as high as possible
on the row disregarding the treated area. This is usually done by using
discs set to pull the soil to the plants.
FIGURE 16.—Tractor-cultivator cultivating sweet potato plants in a field that had
been treated with a herbicide for grass and weed control.
21
Second Herbicide Application
In some years frequent rains occur during the spring growing season.
In such cases it may be advisable to apply a second application of the
herbicide to control late weeds and grass. This second application
should be applied immediately after the lay-by cultivation. The rate
of applying the herbicide at this time would be the same as for the
first application.
Recommended Herbicides and Rates of Application
The herbicides recommended below are those that have been field
tested on sweet potato plants and have proved to be relatively safe to
use on plants under normal field conditions and at the same time will
give satisfactory weed and grass control. The rates recommended for
applying the herbicides apply for silt loam soils. For very sandy soils the
rate should be reduced approximately 25 per cent.
CAUTION: Chemical herbicides should not be applied on weak
plants such as those that have been forced from hotbeds and not allowed
to harden. Apply chemical herbicides only on good strong plants to
get the maximum returns from the use of the herbicides for grass and
weed control.
Liquid Forms
The following recommendations are made for applying herbicides
to sweet potatoes as a post-planting band spray 16 inches wide. Refer
to Table 1 for adjusting the sprayer to put out the correct amount of
the mixture of the herbicide and water as per these recommendations.
Randox^—Four quarts (8 pints) of Randox emulsifiable concentrate
(4 pounds active ingredient per gallon) to 47 gallons of water, or 1.7
pints (27 fluid ounces) per 10 gallons of water.
Eptam^—Four quarts (8 pints) of Eptam emulsifiable concentrate (6
pounds active ingredient per gallon) to 47 gallons of water, or 1.7
pints (27 fluid ounces) per 10 gallons of water.
Granular Forms
The following recommendations are made for applying granular
herbicides to sweet potato plants as a post-planting band treatment 16
inches wide.
Randox, Granular.—Rate is 4 pounds of active material per acre.
Alanap lOG, Granular.—Rate is 4.8 pounds of active material per
acre.
Eptam, Granular.—Rate is 6 pounds of active material per acre.
iRandox as a commercial preparation contains 4 pounds of active material per
gallon. The rate as recommended is 4 pounds of active material per acre on a
blanket basis.
2Eptam as a commercial preparation contains 6 pounds of active material per
gallon. The rate as recommended is 6 pounds of active material per acre on a blanket
basis.
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These rates as quoted per acre are for the ground actually covered
in the band application. For instance, a band application 16 inches
wide and 32,752 feet long is one acre. Table 2 gives the weight of
granular herbicide to apply for 300 feet of row for setting the applicator
at the recommended rates.
Other Herbicides
Other chemicals for controlling grass and weeds in sweet potatoes
are now being tested. Some of these herbicides have performed satis-
factorily but not enough test data has been collected to make any rec-
ommendations at this time. After a herbicide passes the field tests, its
use on sweet potatoes must be approved by the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture from a toxicity standpoint when the herbicide is
applied at the rates recommended.
Both liquid and granular forms of promising herbicides are now
under tests at the Chase Sweet Potato Research Center, Chase, Louisiana.
As herbicides prove effective in field tests and are approved by the
USDA, they will be added to the list of herbicides recommended for
grass and weed control in sweet potatoes in Louisiana.
Summary and Conclusions
1. Herbicides can be effectively used to control grass and weeds in
sweet potatoes.
2. When mechanical transplanters were used for setting plants prior
to herbicide treatment, these plants gave a higher yield than did the
plants that were set by the hand-stick method.
3. Post-planting treatments with herbicides were better suited to field
practices than a pre-planting treatment.
4. When plants are set by the hand-stick method, the holes left by
the stick must be carefully closed before applying the herbicide.
5. Granular herbicide proved to be just as effective as a liquid spray
of the same herbicide.
6. The ridge left by the transplanter press wheel when setting the
plants did not hinder the effectiveness of the herbicide which was ap-
plied later.
7. Rows made up and left standing must be dragged clean of any
germinated weed and grass seed before setting the plants and applying
the herbicide.
8. The herbicide should be applied as soon as possible after setting
the plants; this time interval should never exceed two days.
9. The effectiveness of the herbicide may vary somewhat depending
on weather conditions, but the rates as recommended in Tables 1 and 2
are the most suitable for the conditions that existed over several years
of field testing the herbicides listed.
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